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We also this past week determined as
a Chamber, the majority party has de-
termined that they have greater
knowledge about the specific military
activities that ought to occur on the
ground as it relates to our brave men
and women who are fighting to defend
our liberty and our freedom. However,
the majority party apparently believes
that it is appropriate for them to make

specific decisions what our com-
manders ought to be doing on a day-to-
day basis.

So I would suggest, Mr. Chairman,
that it would be appropriate to have
some consistency in the arguments
that are being brought to the floor here
this evening regarding delegation of
appropriate decisionmaking to those
who have the expertise.

With that, I yield to the gentleman
from New Jersey (Mr. GARRETT).
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Mr. GARRETT of New Jersey. Mr.
Chairman, again, I thank the gen-
tleman for yielding. The gentleman is
a doctor and I am not going to ask him
for his medical expertise because, as
you say, that is not our role here to
delve into these things but to simply
raise the questions.

I will tell you this, that when I come
back to my constituents and they tell
me about their health concerns, wheth-
er it is menopause or cancer or other-
wise, their first concern is how are
they going to address their own health
needs, how are they going to address
their health care costs and what are we
doing here about it. Their second ques-
tion is what research are we doing here
at home for these areas.

The study that you reference, repro-
ductive aging and symptoms experi-
enced at midlife among Bangladeshi
immigrants, sedentees, and white Lon-
don neighbors does not, of course, as
the gentleman knows, look to those
issues here at home, but rather else-
where.

My constituents will raise the ques-
tion, is that the first priority or should
that be the first priority of the NSF. I
am not an expert, I am not a doctor
like the gentleman, so I cannot suggest
that that is the most important one,
but my constituents will certainly
raise that question for me, and my con-
stituents will certainly be consistent,
as the gentleman from Georgia says,
and that we should make sure that
those dollars are spent here on their
own health concerns first.

The Acting CHAIRMAN. The ques-
tion is on the amendment offered by
the gentleman from New Jersey (Mr.
GARRETT).

The amendment was rejected.

The Acting CHAIRMAN. The Clerk
will designate section 4.

The text of section 4 is as follows:

SEC. 4. CENTERS FOR RESEARCH ON LEARNING
AND EDUCATION IMPROVEMENT.

(a) FUNDING FOR CENTERS.—The Director
shall continue to carry out the program of Cen-
ters for Research on Learning and Education
Improvement as established in section 11 of the
National Science Foundation Authorization Act
of 2002 (42 U.S.C. 1862n-2).
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(b) ELIGIBILITY FOR CENTERS.—Section 11 of
the National Science Foundation Authorization
Act of 2002 (42 U.S.C. 1862n-2) is amended—

(1) in subsection (a)(1), by inserting ‘‘or eligi-
ble nonprofit organizations’ after ‘‘institutions
of higher education’;

(2) in subsection (b)(1) by inserting ‘‘or an eli-
gible nonprofit organization’’ after ‘‘institution
of higher education’’; and

(3) in subsection (b)(1) by striking ‘‘of such in-
stitutions’ and inserting ‘‘thereof’’.

The Acting CHAIRMAN. Are there
any amendments to section 4?

The Clerk will designate section 5.

The text of section 5 is as follows:
SEC. 5. INTERDISCIPLINARY RESEARCH.

(a) IN GENERAL.—The Board shall evaluate
the role of the Foundation in supporting inter-
disciplinary research, including through the
Major Research Instrumentation program, the
effectiveness of the Foundation’s efforts in pro-
viding information to the scientific community
about opportunities for funding of interdiscipli-
nary research proposals, and the process
through which interdisciplinary proposals are
selected for support. The Board shall also evalu-
ate the effectiveness of the Foundation’s efforts
to engage undergraduate students in research
experiences in interdisciplinary settings, includ-
ing through the Research in Undergraduate In-
stitutions program and the Research Experi-
ences for Undergraduates program.

(b) REPORT.—Not later than 1 year after the
date of enactment of this Act, the Board shall
provide the results of its evaluation under sub-
section (a), including a recommendation for the
proportion of the Foundation’s research and re-
lated activities funding that should be allocated
for interdisciplinary research, to the Committee
on Science and Technology of the House of Rep-
resentatives and the Committee on Commerce,
Science, and Transportation and the Committee
on Health, Education, Labor, and Pensions of
the Senate.

The Acting CHAIRMAN. Are there
any amendments to section 5?

The Clerk will designate section 6.

The text of section 6 is as follows:
SEC. 6. PILOT PROGRAM OF GRANTS FOR NEW IN-

VESTIGATORS.

(a) IN GENERAL.—The Director shall carry out
a pilot program to award one-year grants to in-
dividuals to assist them in improving research
proposals that were previously submitted to the
Foundation but not selected for funding.

(b) USE OF FUNDS.—Grants awarded under
this section shall be used to enable an indi-
vidual to resubmit an updated research proposal
for review by the Foundation through the agen-
cy’s competitive merit review process. Uses of
funds made available under this section may in-
clude the generation of new data and the per-
formance of additional analysis.

(c) ELIGIBILITY.—To be eligible to receive a
grant under this section, an individual shall—

(1) not have previously received funding as
the principal investigator of a research grant
from the Foundation; and

(2) have submitted a proposal to the Founda-
tion, which may include a proposal submitted to
the Research in Undergraduate Institutions pro-
gram, that was rated very good or excellent
under the Foundation’s competitive merit review
process.

(d) SELECTION PROCESS.—The Director shall
make awards under this section based on the
advice of the program officers of the Founda-
tion.

(e) PROGRAM ADMINISTRATION.—The Director
may carry out this section through the Small
Grants for Exploratory Research program.

(f) NATIONAL SCIENCE BOARD REVIEW.—The
Board shall conduct a review and assessment of
the pilot program under this section, including
the number of new investigators funded, the dis-
tribution of awards by type of institution of
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higher education, and the success rate upon re-
submittal of proposals by new investigators
funded through this pilot program. Not later
than 3 years after the date of enactment of this
Act, the Board shall summarize its findings and
any recommendations regarding changes to or
the continuation of the pilot program in a report
to the Committee on Science and Technology of
the House of Representatives and the Committee
on Commerce, Science, and Transportation and
the Committee on Health, Education, Labor,
and Pensions of the Senate.

AMENDMENT NO. 7 OFFERED BY MR. FLAKE

Mr. FLAKE. Mr. Chairman, I offer an
amendment.

The Acting CHAIRMAN. The Clerk
will designate the amendment.

The text of the amendment is as fol-
lows:

Amendment No. 7 offered by Mr. FLAKE:

Strike section 6.

Mr. FLAKE. Mr. Chairman, I just
have to say from the outset that I have
been amazed, like the gentleman from
Georgia who mentioned a while ago,
you would think if you were listening
to this debate at home that the only
research, the only science research
going on in this country is funded by
government, and it is simply not the
case, gratefully. In fact, just a fraction
of the research going on in the sci-
entific field is funded by government.
The private sector funds it gratefully.

And unfortunately, one can make the
case and the case is often made persua-
sively that as we increase government
funding in this area, it displaces pri-
vate sector funding because companies
can then rely on government rather
than their own R&D budgets.

There is also something called oppor-
tunity cost. Whenever you hear the
word ‘‘investment’ in terms of govern-
ment funding, you have to be a little
skeptical. You have to say what is the
opportunity cost? If you had left this
money in the private sector, would it
have produced more? You will never
know that. But we do know the private
sector tends to do things a lot more ef-
ficiently than government does.

Let me speak to this amendment.
This amendment would strike a new
pilot project created in this bill. Keep
in mind, people will say we cannot cut
this bill or whatever else. This is a new
program that I am seeking to strike
here.

This pilot project would award one-
year grants to individuals to assist
them in improving research proposals
that were previously submitted to the
National Science Foundation but were
not selected for funding. In other
words, if you submit an application, it
is not approved for funding, the govern-
ment will give you money to improve
the application so it might be approved
next year.

The man that comes on television,
running around in this crazy suit, Mat-
thew Lesko I think is his name, comes
to mind here. Are we going to fund like
Matthew Lesko? Are we simply saying,
all right, here is more money to help
you get government money? Are there
not sufficient programs within the Na-
tional Science Foundation that we



